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ABSTRACT 

This study investigated the accuracy order of English 
relative clauses in the usage of 199 Japanese high school students of 
English as a foreign language (EFL). Specifically, it looked at: (i) 
whether the Accessibility Hierarchy conform to the accuracy order by 
Ja^inese senior high school students of EFL; and (2) how frequently 
this population uses relative clauses. Subjects were given three 
kinds of tests, in grammat ical ity judgment, sentence-combining, and 
translation. Results indicate that this population followed an order 
matching the Accessibility Hierarchy, and the Peiceptual Difficulty 
Hypothesis to some extent, and that the subjects preferred using 
relative clauses to present participles and post-modification 
positions. A pedagogical implication is that center-embedding of a 
relative jlause functioning as object of preposition should be an 
area of classroom instructional focus. (Author/MSE) 
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Accuracy Order and Frequency Order 
of Relative Clauses as Used ,by 
Japanese Senior High School 



This stuch' attcmpti'd to invest iniiti' wlu'tluT llii' ;ii'iur;ic\' (irdi'r of 
I'liinlisli i('lMti\i' I'liiusi's \\(iuKi inati'h Ki't'iKin iiiul Connie's Aicessiliility 
1 lypiitliesis, Mnd wiiinluT relative I'lauses would hi' usi'd more fre()nontly 
than paitieiples and infinitives in postniodification positions. A total of 
li)!t japanesi' senior lii«h seliool stndi'iits of V.V\. (lvnnlisli as a Kori'inn 
l.an^iuaKe) partieipatec! in this experiniiMit . 'I'hrei' kinds of ti-sts: Krani- 
niatieality- judjiment ti'st, senti'ni-econihininn lest , and translation test 
were jiivcn to them . 

The following ri'sults were obtaini'd from the study: 
111 'The OS (Obji'i-t Suhject) type was the easiest to relati\ixe anions 

the SS, SO, OS, OO tylH's. 
(,!! The accuracy ordi'r of relativi/atioii \\as SS. SO. OS ■()() in the 
^ranimaticality judnnii'nt test, in the fiee i-oniposition test, tlie 
frc(|ueni'\' order was OS OO SS SO. This fre(|Ui'ni\ order 
in, Itched thi' pattern of Kuno's I'erceptual Difficulty Hypothesis in 
llial li^jlit enibeddinj; of relative clauses was preferred over 
( enter einbeddinv; . 
Cil The subjects followi'd the pattern th.it was in accord with the 
■Acicssibility liierari'hy, cxi'ept for the genitive t.spe, only in the 
wramniaticality .iud>;nient test: Subject , Oenitisi' Obji'Ct Object of 
! 'reposition . 

( I) 'I'hi' relative ach'erb was easier than the relative pronoun functioning 
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as the Object of Prepiisitidii in the Kraniinaticality judKnieiit test, 
(f)) The 'relative pronoun i deferred preposition' construction was used 
more frerjuently than the 'preposition^ relative pronoun' construc- 
tion . 

(6) The fre(iir.'ncy of using rehitive ciausi's was higher than that of 
present partieipli s and infiniti\es. 

INTR()I)l!tTI()N 

Kn^lish relative' clauses seem to be difficult lor Japanese leainers to 
acriiiire, because the Ja|)anese laiiKiiage has priMioniinal rt'lati\e clauses, 
iviiglish is a riK'ht-branchinK laiiKuagr. while .lapaiicse is a left branchiiiK 
oni'. Japaiicscspeaking learners of Kiiglish have to "switch relative' 
claiisi's to a postiioniinal position in thi' process of learninK KiiKlish" 
(Schachter li)7t:'ilO) and the choice of relative pronoun is dependent on 
thi' Holder typi' of antecedent and the case of relative pronoun, and a 
relati\-e claiisi' is cnibedded as a niodifiiT in a noun phrase . This 

syntactic complexity may lead to the late development of relative clause 
formation in si'cond laiiKiiage ac(]'.iisition (e.^. , Sohiiniann 19X0) ;i.s well 
as in fii'st langiiaKi' ac(|iiisition (e.^.. Menyuk iitfii)) . 

'I'he longitudinal stndy by Schumann (liWil) fociisi'd on thi' accjiiisition 
of rel;iti\-e clauses by fi\e Spanish-speakiiiK learners of luiKlish. He found 
that ri'lati\i' clauses modifyiiiK tlie object of the main sentenci' were 
ac(|uiii'd first and that ii'lati\i' clauses modifying the subject of thi' main 
sentence were di'\i'lo|)ed at a later stage. L'onccming the order of dewl- 
opnient of relative pronouns. Schumann (li)S(l) snggested the following 
three stages of di'vi'lopmi'iital s('(|Uen('es , based on his ev idence: 
Stage 1 ! omission of relative proiujun 

1 got a friend s|)eaks Spanish . ' 
Stage .' snhstitntion of |)ersonal pronoun lor relative pronoun 
'I got a friend he speaks Spanish.' 
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Stajjf 'A '. proper usf 

'1 i^ol a friend who speaks Spanish.' 

Following Schachter's (1974) claim that interference between two 
lan^jua^es is not the main source of errors, Keenan and Comrie (1977) 
looked at the similarities anions; mop' than fifty ian^uanes re^ardinK 
syntactic functions for relative pronouns and proposed the Noun I'hrase 
Accessibility Hierarchy Hypothesis for relative clauses. This Accessibil- 
ity Hypothesis represents tyi)olojjical universals of relative clause forma- 
tion as well as the difficulty order of relative clauses. They -.jrovided the 
following uni\('rsal hierarchy: 

Subject Diri'Ct Object Indirect Object (Jbject of Preposition ■ 
(lenitive Objei't of Comparison ■ : more accessible thanj 

.A iflatise clause formation is more natural, that is. more accessible in 
Subji'ct position than in Direct Object position, which is more accessible 
than in Indiicct Object position, which is in;)ri' aci'cssibli' than in Object 
(if I'lcpositioii position, and so on. 

( iass ( i;t7!M looked at the data of ii>lati\e I'lauses pioduced by adult l.L' 
k'ainers nf luiKlish in the st'iiti'iici'-conibininK task, and found a close 
fclalion between the accuiaOv ordei- and the .Xci'cssibilitv' Hieiai'clu' . 
esi'cpt fill' thi' position of the ^ji'iiitivc ! possfisiviO , wliii'h prosed to be 
casici' than pi t'dii'ted . She explains tliat the reason for this phenomenon 
i>- thai 'whose' is the most salient relative mar ker and that 'whoso • ik.uu' 
is tii'aled as a unit . 

Siieldiin M'!','!) (Aamined I he dilfic ult\ oidei in t |u' compii'hension of 
rilativc clanscs b\ children leaiiiinK hiuKlish as theii- fiist lanKuane, 
Sheldon cateKori/ed ri'lative I'lauses into thi' following fmii' tvpes for the 
puipose of liei' studv . based on the fnnctions of tlu' head noun and the 
relative proi.onn: 

5 




SS (Subject of senteiicf is Subject of relative clause) 

The people who live in Philadelphia are busy. 
SO (Subject of sentence is Object of relative clause) 

The people who we know live in Philadelphia. 
OS (Object of sentence is Subject of relative claus'O 

I know some people who li\e in Philadelphia. 
OO (Object of sentence is Object of relative clause) 

I know the people who you know. 

(examples from Doughty Uiill.l.lti) 

Sheldon found that childi'en understood sentences in which the function of 
the head noun was the same as that of the relati\e picmoun (e.K. . SS and 
OO) , formulatiny; the Parallel Function Hxpotiiesis. Thus, she proposes 
that relative clauses with a parallel function (SS, '()()) are easier to 
acquire than those with a non-parallel function (SO OS) . 

Kuno (1974) proposed the Perceptual Difficulty Hypothesis, which 
predicts difficulty in terms of embedding; of the relative clause. Its claim 
is that centercmbeddin^ is perceptually the most difficult kind of embed- 
ding', compared with left- and ri^'ht -embedding', since ceiiti-r-embeddin^' 
interrupts the processing of the matrix clause: therefore. SS and SO types 
are more difficult than OS and OO. The Perceptual Difficulty Hypothesis 
is in line with Slobin's (197,5) Universal Operating' Principles, one of 
which claims that "interruption" or "rearran^'ement " rendi-rs sentence 
processing difficult . 

A few empirical studies lia\-e been conducted in .japanese V.Vl. situa- 
tions. Saito (19MI) made a sur\-ey of natuial order of ae(|uisitioii by 
.japanese senior liinh school 'itudents. The I'esults supported the Accessi- 
bility Hierarchv Hypothesis. Takazawa (1987) studied what shi> called 
the 'learnability order'' of relative clauses by senior hinh school and 
college students (the total number; '>2i\) , assessinn the paraphrase test in 
which two sentences were transformed to one sentence with a relatisc 
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clause. Her finding is that the OS and SS types were learned more easily 
than 00 and SO, indicating that a relative pronoun which functions as a 
subject in its relative clause is easier to learn than one functioning as an 
object and that the antecedent functioning as an object in the main 
sentence is more accessible than one functioning as a subject. 

Kawaiichi (1988) «ave thirty-four college students the sentence- 
combining, translation, and free composition tests, resulting in the 
accuracy order of OS -OO, SS.-SO in the sentence combining test, 
OO ,>S0, OS -SO SS in the translation test . In the free composition test 
the freciuency order was OS ■()() 'SO SS. Therefore she concluded 
that the OS type was the easiest to relativize and the SO type was the 
most difficult . The results of Kawauchi's study correspond to the Percep- 
tual Difficulty Hypothesis. The following Table 1 is a summary of the 
past studies of the ac()uisition order; 

TAUi.I-: 1; The at (|uisil ion (uder of relative clauses 
Hypotheses! .•\ci|iiirecl KIKST Aciiiiired l.ATKH 

Sheldon (liiTD SS \- OO SO & OS 

Kunn (1971) OS \- DO SS .^L- SO 

K.riiiin niKK'nimir M't;;) SS OS SO ( )0 

I'jiipirii-al sludii's i iiniiiK'ted in japan 

Sailii (15)Sl) OS ^v;.- SS OO \- SO 

Taka/.awa MiisTi OSiVSS ()0\:S() 

Kauaiii lii ".;),«si OS iV;.- OO SS \- SO 



The iisuhs of these three I'^I'M. studies in Japan imply that the OS type is 
the easiest fm Japanese learners of I-;!"!, to ai (|uire ;m(l the S( ) t\ pe is the 
hardest . There were only three studies regarding the aecjuisition order of 
ii'lati\(' clauses in Japanese VA'l. situations, to the best of my knowledge. 
In this reseaicli, i will investigate lio\\- .lapanese senior higii school 
students ac(|uiie I'jiglish relati\i' clauses. 
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It should bo noted that strictly sp<'akinK, accuracy/difficulty order is 
distinct from accjiiisition order; in cross-sectional studies the subjects' 
abilities to use the language accurately in obligatory contexts are mea- 
sured at a given point in time, while longitudinal studies attempt to look 
at the process of how learners develop the language over a long period of 
time (see Iillis 1985:204. Larsen- Freeman and Long 1991:108) . Since this 
research is a- cross-sectional stuck', the accurac\- order is focused on. 

Moreover, in the light of work on avoidance, Schachter (1971) 
examined Knglish compositions written by iionnative-speaking learners, 
who included Japanese speakers. She found that Ja!)anese students 
produced fewer relative clauses than Arabic and i'ersian lea.ners. She 
established the concept of "avoidance strateg\ ." which she believed 
Japanese students used. This research will also exaiiiint' whether or not 
Japanese senior high school students produce relative clauses fre(|uently . 

KKSKAIU'H (JI KSTIONS 

The first purpose of tlu' present stiuh' is in examine wbetluT the 
accurac\' order of relative c-lituscs is the same as that of the Accessibilit\- 
Ilierarclu'; the M'Cniid purpose is to explore the fre()uenc-\- of relative' 
clause furmalion. The following Research (Questions art' proposed: 
(1) Does the .\ccessil)ilit\ Ilierarclu- conform lo the accurac\- nrdvi by 

Japanese vcninr liiy;b, school students of V.V\.'^ 
(L'l Do .lapanese senior bl^U srliool sludcnts of i':i-'l. use iel;iti\e (Jauses 

fle(|Uentl\? 

HYI'OTHKSKS 

llypotiieses 1 to ti cnncern Kesearcli l^iie^t ii m No.l. wheiras Ihpoth- 
eses 7 and 8 are nJated to Research l^K'stion \o.:'. 
111.' The OS t\ pe is the easiest for Japanese sen i or high scIkk il students 

to relativi/e aitiong the four t\'pes. 
II'..' .' The SO t\pe is the most difficult for Japane-<e senior high school 
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studLMits to rolativixf anions the four types. 
These twt) hypotheses are in accordance with the Accessibility Hypoth- 
esis. Based on Saito (1984) , Takazawa (1987; , and Kawauchi (1988) , it 
is assumed tiiat Japanese students have the least difficulty in relativizing . 
the OS type, anions; SS, SO, OS, and 00 types. This order of difficulty 
is also sustained by the Perceptual Difficulty Hypothesis; center- 
cnibecklini^ of the relative clause would be more difficult to process than 
noncenter-cinbi'ckliii^;. 

1!:') : The Subject t\pi' of rclatiw cl;uise is easiei- to accjuire than the 
Obji'ct t\pe. 

H i : Till- Object t\|)(' is easier to act|uiri' than the Object of Preposition 
tyi'e. 

11.') : The Object of l'ie!)osition tspe is easier to ac(|uiie than the (ieiiiti\e 
tvpe. 

Hypotheses .'i to .') predict that the Accessibilit\- Hypothesis is a reason- 
able' piediiloi of (lifficults of relati\ i/atinn. The .\ccessibilit\ Ihpothe 
sis represents the followinj,' urderiiiK ot difficulty: 
Subject Object Object of Preposition 

(lenitive Object of (.'(iniparison 
It is liypnthcsi/ 'd that c<irrec! ri-sponses would decrease as the position of 
the hiei arcln ^'oes down . That is. the inoic accessible position would be 
produced with greater accuracy tliau the less accessible one. 

Shekliin (HITI) proposes the Word Older Hypothesis, which claims 
tliat "a surface stiucture in which the underlyinj; word order is preser\i'd 
is easier to process than one in which the undei lyiiiK word order is not 
preser\ I'd . " Theicfore. relalivc clauses in which the subject .\ P is 
relati\i/e(l wDuld be easier than i'elati\(' clauses in which the object .NP 
is relativized. Ihpothesis ,1 follows Sheldon's piediction. 
liti : There is no statislicalK sij,'nitu ant ditference in difficultv' of I'elativ 
i/ation between the Object of Preposition t\pe and the relative 
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adverb . 



No studies or theories have predicted the difference in relativizatioii 
between a relative pronoun functioning as the Object of Preposition and 
a relative adverb. Thus, the null hypothesis is proposed. 

H7 : Relative clauses arc used more fre(iuently than participles in post- 
modification positions. 
H8 I Relative clauses are used more tii'(iuently than infinitives in post- 
modification positions. 
Mori {198,'j) studied the procluction strate^;y of post modification in a 
composition test to 71) .lapanese universits' students. Her result 

showed that fi'J.,')",, of the subjects used relative clauses over present 
participles and more than 90'',, were fa\()red over past participles. The 
percentages of usin^j relative clauses were (i,').L"\,, 89.6''(, over infinitives. 
Therefore, she concluded that Japanese students tended to use relative 
clauses more often than par ticiples and infinitives. This study leads to the 
formulations of Hypotheses 7 and 8. 

PROCKDIUKS 
Subjects 

\ total of 199 .lapanese senior hiKh school sophomores of (Ui to 
17 year olds) were the subjects of this expei'imeiit . 'I"hey had alreads 
studied basic usa^e of relati\-e pi nnouiis such as ivlia . icliu li , llinl . 
ivhiitn , iclinsi and relative a(h'erbs. e.n-, ivlun. irlhn , niiy , limr in 
class. A relati\(' pronoun functioning; as the Object of Conipai'ative was 
nnt found in their textbooks, so that it was not examined in this studs . 

Data colU'ction and analysis 

'I'he three kinds of tests were Kivei; independent h to all the subjects in 
order to a\ ()i(l the influence of the pre\ ions test and to detennine whethei' 
or not test \ ariation may icsult in different pi'rfoi-mance (see Appendix) . 
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The Kranimaticality judgment test was intended to net data of receptive 
knowledge of relative clauses. The senteiice-combiinnK and translation 
tests would reflect productive knowledge. Furthermore, after the three 
tests were scored, there was another kind of production test given to 
approximately one-third (n ti.')) of the sample: free composition test, 
which was designed to elicit information regarding the subjects' produc- 
tive knowledge. The test items focused only on restrictive relative 
claLises, 

[TKST 1] translation .'st (in minutes) 
The translation test for Research (M'stion So. 2 was given first, since 
the sentence-combining test and gramniaticality judgment test might have 
hinted at the answer of the translation test. The aim of this test was to 
check whether the subjects Wi.v.ld use relative clauses or other construc- 
tions (e.g., participle, infinitive). The subjects were asked to translate 
() Japanese sentences into Ivnglish. 

[TKST 1!] sentence-combining test Cid minutes) 

In this forced production test, the subjects were ref|uested to embed one 
sentence into another to make a relative clause. There were test 
items, which reiiuired the subjects to prodiice only one correct sentence 
in each test item . 

[TKST lllj (jranmaticality judRment test (,') minutes) 
1 he subjects were asked to give a grammaticality judgmetU of 1(1 sen- 
tences, of which ) sentences were grammaticall\ correct and ti were 
incorrect . and to correct the eirors if any. l'"or the i)urpose of this study, 
ungrammatical sentences iticluded only one error type: relative clause 
maiker selection. The other error types, such as relative marker omis- 
sion and relative pronoun retention, were excluded. 



The scoriiiK criteria used did luit count inisspollings and mechanical 
errors in tense, aspect, or number. Cate^jorizing the errors produced is 
not within the scope of the study. In this research, the significance level 
of a statistical analysis was set at a' .(Ifi. 

RESl'LTS 

HI ; The OS t\i)e is the easiest for Japanese senior hi^h school students 
to relativize amotiK the four types. 

In the seiitence combininK test, two items were assiKned to each typ(\ 
while evoiy Ki';t"iniaticality judKment test item included one tyi)e, thus 
the following; numbers in the sentence-conibininjj; test were the avt 'a^ie of 
the two items. The results were illustrated in Table 2; 



r.\Ml.l-: Numliei- nf . niTei.t answiTs to -1 Ispes vi! liif 

SS so OS oo 

Sciitt'iice (.'iinibiiini^; tfsi i.'i'j IjII..") IfiL' l(i7..'i 

(:ti.)"„i (7"), 7",,' (91.;')",,) is.i.:'",,) 

(irimini;itic;ilil\ jiidKMiu'iil lot ISS 17J iss Kin 

(iii..'i"„i (sti.i",,) ;(•,,-).:',",,) 



The -V' test was ctnploNed in oidef to iiucst i,«ate the diffeicnces amoiiK 
the four types in each test The results show that there was tio statisti- 
cally siKiiificant differetice iti the setitence cotiibinitiK test (a' I. !:',, df 
:i. p - .lirilns,): .vrrnni,; 7.SM7:{) atid that there was a significant differ 
etice iti the uratnmaticality judKmetit test (.v' lii.Ji), df ii. p' .(HI.')). 
\o statistically siKiiificant diffefetice lay atiywhere betweeti any pairs iti 
the seiitencecombininK test, but the data shows that 18.1 studetits 
(iM.r)"„l out of lil'.l answered correctly to the OS type, which was 
topratiked. I'urtli(M-tiinre, in the K''iinitiiaticalit\' judKment test, tio siK- 
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nificant differciico was found between any pairs of SS, SO, OS types. 
The OS type may be regarded as one type of the easiest group. There- 
fore, it is fair to say that the OS t\pe is the easiest one to reiativize. This 
is supportive of I lypotiiesis 1. 

!!'.! : Tiie SO type is the most difficuh for .lapanese senior hiv;h school 
students to relativixe anions the four types. 

.As siiown in 'i'ai)le '1, I.")!!..") students ("fi.?",)) of U*9 made correct 
answers to the SO type in tiie sentence-coniiiininv; test, init there was no 
significant difference witii the other thre<' types (for instai^-e, SO vs. OS: 
v" :i.9«,df l.p ■ .(Ifilns), .v.v„,.„i .■rf<n.")) . Since the SO type appears 
to lie tile most difficult as seen from its lowes* rank, the result implies 
that there is a sHkIiI tendiMicN' toward this direction (p- .1) . 

The .v' test in the n'iuninaticality judgment test reveals the overall 
i;mk ordering of accuracy as follows: SS, SO, OS OO (SO vs. ()0: .v' 
r).f<l. (If l,p' .ir..';'), SS OS vs. 00: .v' llL.'iS.df l,p- .llOfi) . Appar- 
ently, the S( ) type was not categorized as the most difficult. This 
lni){)thesis is not supported. 

: The Subject type of relative clause is easier to ac(|uire than the 
Object type. 

in the sentence-comljining test, each tyiie contained four items that 
well' examined for the pur|)ose of I'onfirming Hypotheses '.\ to ti, whereas 
IW (i items were ■ ssigned to each tyi)e in the gi ammaticality judgment 
test. .As sliown in '['able :i, Ki" subjects (H;',.')",,) responded correctly to 
iheSubjei't t\pe, and l,"i(l subjects (7f. !)",,) got the answers to the Object 
type correct. The data sliows thai there was no statisticalK' significant 
difference between the Subject type and the Object type tv ' (l.li, df 1, 
p ■ .(l,")(ns) ) . 

In the grammatii'ality judgment test, ISS students (Dt . T)",, ) answered 
coMiHtly til the Subject type and ITil students ("fi. !)",,) got right answers 
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to the Object type. A sliilistically siKiiificant diffcreiiee was fouiici 
between the Subject type and the Object of I'reposition type (.v- -4. 1)), 
df 1, P-. .05) . 

'I'herefore, the results display that Ihpothesis 'A is sustained in the 
KraniinaticalitN' juclKinent test, but not in the senteneecomhininK test, 

'i'AlU.l-; :i: Number of i i)nci.t ansuois to 1 ii'lati\i' tlause t\pi's (ii 19!)) 

Subject 

SeiiIeiU'e i'oni!)iiiiii>,; le>t |t)7 

( iraiiiinatii aiil V jndv;iiu iit t( si ISS 

(!l.|..V'„) 

11 1 : The Object ty|)e is easier to acquiie thrni the Object of I're|)nsition 
t yjie . 

Table :i shows that the nunil)er of cori'ect answeis to tlu' Object type 
(n l,')(l. 7il.i'"o) was about the same as that of I'orrect answi'rs to the 
Object of I'ri'positioii t\pe (n If)?..'). 7^>, '_"',,) in tlii' senteni'e coinbininK 
test . No significant difference was found between them (.v' D.dOti, df 
1. p ■ .(l,')(ns) 1 , in the Kranmiaticalit;; judKiiu'iit ti'st , 1,')1 subjects 
(',').!•"„) made correct judKments of the Oljject t\pe. while only UK' 
students (:j;).:i"o) responded correctK to thi' Object of Preposition l\pe. 
The diffi-rence reachi'd statistical siKiiificaiu'e (.v' df 1, 

p .(1(1.")) . v.'onse(|ui'ntl\' , tl.is h\ pothesis was supported onl\' in the ^ji ani- 
matii'alily judKincnt lest . 



( )l)ject 

( )l)iec! I, (7eiiiti\e 

l.'iii l.")7.."> i:^ii.:i 

(7ii. (!",,) (7;i. 1 Ki"). :>",,> 

].")! lOfi 1S8..) 

(7.">.ii",,) :■!"„) (!ii.,s"„) 
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llf) : 'I'hi' Objirt of I'roposition typi' is oasior to ac<iuiri' than tho (loiiitive 
tyi'ic . 

In tho stMru'iK'i' Conibininn lest, the ratio of (.-orm't answers was 79. 'J 
(n If)?..")) to theOhjeet of Preposition type and (i;)..')'^ (n 13(1. to 
tiu' ("lenitive type; there was no significant difference in the sentence- 
comhininji test (.v '.'.,')S,df l,p ■ .O.Kns) ). On the contrary , a signifi- 
cant difference wa< found in tiie uranMiiaticality judgment test between 
tile Object of Preposition type (n HH), 'i^. :!",,) and tiie denit; .e tyi)e 
(n lSS.,'i, (ll.S",,i (,»' ;.':i.r_',df l, p- .Olll), However, tiie number 
of correct answer> in tlie (lenitive tysie was !ar>.^er than that in tiie Object 
of l'repo>ition , Tiiis reveals that Hypothesis ,"i is not confirmed in the 
>entence coml)i!iiiiK te<l and the K'rammaticality judj^nient test. 



ill) : There i> no statistically significant difference in difficulty of relativ- 
i/ation between the Object of i'reposiiion type and the relative 
adverb. 

In the senteiiceconibining test, the ratio of correct answers to the 
Object of l'rip"sition type (79, L'",,, n I,'i7.r0 was approximately the 
same as that to the relative adverb (SI, 7",,, n KiL'.,")); the difference 
failed to achieve statistical significance (,v- (i.dX, df 1, p ■ .il,")(ns) ) . 
in the gramm.'iticality judgment test , only l(l(i students (,');!, ,1",,) respond- 
ed correctly o. the Object of Preposition type, but 17:'i..' students 
(S7.L'",,) made correct answers to the relative adverb; there was a 
significant difference between them (v' Iti,:'., df !, r*- .(HU), 'I'hus, 
this lnpothe>is proves to l)e correct in the sentence-combining test, but 
nut in the giammaticalitv' judgment test. 
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'I'AIM.K ): Xuiiibcr of conivt aiiswiTs (ii 



lino 



Ol: 



1 



Kt'lalivo ;t(l\i'rb 



'ri'positiiin 



Sciitt'iici' (.'(inibitiiiix lest 



ItiL'.f) 



( Irainiiiat ii'alit\ iudK'mt'nt test 





117 : Ki'hitivi' liausi's aii' usi'd iiKiri' trt'ciuriitU than piirlicipU's in imst- 
miidificatidii pdsitimis. 

stiuii'iits (7'J,.i",,) out (if IS'J studi'iits who wroti' uriiiiiinatii'ai 
siMitiMU'i's ust'd ri'lativi' clausi's, wluM'i-as oiih' (ill students ('J7. ')",,) usee! 
prosiMit participli's in (Question No. 1 . In (juostioii No,,') thi' ratio of usiii^; 
ri'lativi' clausi's was SI , (n l.'iMof ISSl , hut thi' ratio of usinj; pri'si'iit 
participji's was om1\' 18. (i",, (n , ili'iici', on avi'rani' , 7ri''„ (n l t:!,;i) 
of studonts used ri'lativi- clausi-s, whili' LTi",, (n 17..")) usi-d pt'i'si'iit 
participii's, TtuTi' was a statisticalh' si>;iiifii'ant diffi't'i'iici' hotwciMi 
rt'lativi' chmsi's and ptcsi'iit pai'ticipli's i.v' 17 "i, df 1, p- .0(11), 

'i'ho piTi'i'ntaKi's of u^iii^' rclativi' ilausi's wi'ff If),:-!",, (n S'J out of 
ISD in(^ii'stion No . L' and (i'l . 1"',, (n 11.1 of 170) in (^ii-stioii No. I. Thv 
pi'ii'('iita^;i's of usiiiK' past pait ii'iplrs wvvv ril.7",, (n W) in (jut'stioii 
No. 'J and .■'().!•",, (n (iti) in (^ii'stioii No, I , Tlu' avi'rani' nuinhi'f of usin^; 
ri'lativi- I'lausi's was ,')!. mi !I7.,")) and llu- avrfayjo of pait ii'ipli's was 

(n s'j ,',) . .No statistii'alK' sit,'nifii-ant diffcri'ni'i' was found (.v' 
1 ,;.',"), df 1,1) ,o,'.(ns)) , 

'I'lius, ilvpothrsis 7 is siippoitcd in tlu' coinpatison of iclativi' I'lausi's 
and pti'si'iit pait ii'ipli's in that ti'li.tivi' I'lausi's wi'ii' used moii' fi'i'i|ui'iitl\- 
than pri'si'iit pait iciplcs . IIowi'Vit, this hvpothosis is not supported in the 
I'oniparison of rclativi' c lauscs and past paitii'ipli's. 
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TAHI.K 5: Frociiii'iicN' of relativi' claiisi- and participle (ii I'.HI) 



(jueslion (iiiL'stlon (iui'Stion (iiii'Stioii 
Nil. 1 No. f) No. 2 No. 4 



Relative clause 



I'articiple 
I ])r('setu past 



(72. ;'."'„) («1.4"'i,) 



i:i2 m 



(11) 




iri 
(r,:i.i"„) 

66 



(27.;")"!,) (lH.(i"„) 
[ present i ! present j 



I past 1 



lis : Relative clauses are userl more fre(|ueiitly than infinitives in post- 
iiiodificatidii positions. 

A total of If)? (91 ..'5"„) out of 172 students preferred relative clauses lo 
infinitives, which If) students (8.7",,) used. in()uestinn No.ii. ln()uestion 
N(i.(j. the percentaKe of relative clauses was .■)l.:V'„ (n 94 of 17;i) and 
that of infinitives was 15.7"-,, (n 79). On avera^'e. 12.')..") students 
(72.8",,) favored relative clauses more than infinitives, which 47 students 
(27.2"„) used (.v- :5."),72. df 1, p- .001). 'I'herefore . Hypothesis 8 is 
supported in that relative clauses were favored more than infinitives in 
post modification positions. 

r.AIM.I'' ti, l''rci|iiiMi( V <it' relatisi' I'laiisc and iiilinitise (n 199i 



(Question \o. :'i 



No. fi 



Ri'lalisr clause 



(91 .;!"„) 



Iiifinitisi 



(H.7"„) 
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DiscrssioN 

Research (Question N'o.l sought t<> i)i(ibe eiiipiriea! valic'j'v' for the 
Accessibility Hit'rarchy Ihpothesis, The fcillowinj,' three iiitt-restiiiK 
fiiidin^^s are e\'i(leiit in this research question: 

(1) The OS t\pe was the easiest to reiativize (Hypothesis 1). 'I"his 
orclei iiiK coiifoniied to both \hv Accessii)iiit\- llypotht'sis and the Percep- 
tual Difficulty Hypothesis. The result seems to suRK^'st that anon-center- 
etnbeckk'd rt'lative clause does not intiTiupt the processing of the matrix 
senteiue, which is easily processed without interruption thanks to the 
human processini; mechanism. The result also supports the rt'search of 
loup and Krust' ( li'T'l , in which re!ati\-e clauses with oiil.v one k'\el of 
center emheddinK caused diffic Lilt\ in Krammaticality judKnient tests 1)\- 
!.;.' k'arneis. C"oiise(|uently , it is concluded that emlK'ddin,« of a relative 
clause ma\- be a plausible determint'r of difficulty order, In addition, the 
t'asit'st rank (OS type) is in line w ith the difficulty order predicted in Ihv 
Accessibility Hierrnchy (SS, OS 'SO, ()()), but does not correlate with 
the order predicted in tlu' Parallel I-"unction H>pothesis, 

SurprisiiiKh' enouKh, tht' data shows that the SO type was not the most 
difficult t\pe to relati\izt', which runs contrary to ilypotht'sis 2. How- 
vwv . the SO type appears to b': the most difficult in the st'iitence- 
combininK test: there is a slight tendency toward this direction (p . 1) . 
'i'he o\t'rall otder of difficult\' of relativi/ation was not established in the 
sentencecombininK test, h(iwe\fr in the Krammaticalit\- judKiiu'iit test 
the order was SS, SO, OS ■()(). 'i"wo analyst's foi- this phenomenon are 
takt'ii into consideration. One anabsis may be the limitation of test 
measures: there was oiiK' one kind of test for measuring the k'arners' 
receptive knowledge, namel\- the Kramniaticality judgment test and onl.v 
one forct'd produt'lion test: the sentence combininK test . it was found that 
different tests produced qualitatively different results, as(iass ( l(t7():,S,S:U 
pointed out. It is possible to assume that the le.iiiicrs' lect'ptive knowl- 
edKe is stable, while the results of the production test ma\' be influenct'd 



43 



TAIU.K V; Fro(iueiu-y of rt'lativf clause in thf composition lest 



SS 



SO 



OS 



OO 



Coiupositiiiii test 



If) fi :n 2U 

(T>.->"u) ( t;.5t"„) (t.n",,) (27.!<"„ 



(V- 19.22, lif 3, p'. .001) 



by the \arial)ility (if the learners' proficiency. The other analysis may be 
that the subjects already K<'iiiit'ci hi^h competence of relative clause 
formation: all tiu- percentaK^'^^ <>f correct answers in the four types were 
ovt'f rri",, in llu' senten 'ecombininv; test, and more than 8(i"„ in the 
Ki ainmaticality judnnient test except the ()() tyix- (see Table 2) . 

An additional production test was v;i\en in order to check the validity 
of the results the other measure on the sante subjects. A total of (if) 
subjects out of \W were reciuested to write a composition entitled "The 
21st century" in '.W ntinutes. As displayed in Table 7, the test results- 
show that the frecjuency order in the composition test wasOS •()() -SS • 
SO, and matched the result of Hypothesis 1 and the pattern of the 
i'erceptual Difficulty Hypothesis. 'Hiis findinK is not consistent with 
Kellerman's (1(IS1:111) conclusion that the Accessibility Hypothesis 
seeius to he a ^'ood iiredictor of fre(|uenc> of relative pronoun functions 
in free cnmposition. 'I'he data iiidicalt's that 'i^ht enibedtlinK (OS. OO: 
n fil. 711. (»",,! is prefeiicd over ceiiter eiubr ldin>4 (SS. SO. n 21, 
2!t.l",|). As nu-nlioncd eailier, it may be plausible to mention that the 
subject,-, found cenler-embeddinx difficult , so that they tended to avoid it . 
i2i The subjects followed the paltern liial matciied tiie Word Older 
Hypothesis and the .Nccessibilil \ llieiarchy. except foi' tiie (ienilive 
•ype. onl\ ill the urammiil icalil \ jud^^iiient test (lI\poliieses M to . It 
was tniiiul thai there was no si^^nificant (liff''reiice between the Subject 
type ui ISS) and the (ienilive type (n 1,'^S.,'>) (,v' II.IKin:!, df 1. 
p .n,'i(ns! i. I he results ill the >.;ranniialicalil\ iiuk'nieiil test reveal that 




ERIC 



44 

the Subject and (ienitivo types were easier to relativize than the Object 
type, which w as easier than ihe Object of Preposition type (see Table 3) . 
Hence, the overall ranking of order in this research is expressed as 
follows: 

Subject. (ieniti\e Object -Object of Preposition 

(.v- 28.93. df 3. p' ,001) 
It was found that the subjects responded more correctly to the relative 
pronoun indicating a >jeniti\'e (possessive) relationship than the ordering 
proposed b\' the .Accessibilitv' llvpothesis. in the Kratnniaticality jud^- 
nicnt test. This result is the same as the finding of (lass (1070). (lass 
(1070v!4!) Slates that this type has the only relative marker that is 
uiii(|uel\' coded for case ,<ramniatic;il relation in Ivnglish, making 'whose' 
the most salient marker, and that "whose < noun' is treated as a unit. 
These \iews ma\' explain the high percentage (iH.S",,) of correct judg- 
ments. On the contrary', to produce the (lenitive type was the most 
difficult (ti.'i.'i",,) among the four relative clause types (see Table 3) , the 
result of wiiich reveals that the productive knowledge differs from the 
receptive knowlodge. The order piedicted in the Accessibility llierarchv 
was not observed in the sentence-combining test. The reasons for this 
may be the limitation of onl\ one production test and the high proficiency 
level of the subjects, as mentioned above. 

Pavesi (10Sti:10) states that the .Accessibiliiv' Hierarchy can be inter- 
preted as an implicational scale of mai'kedness: the easiest (least 
marked) position to relativi/e is the Subject, while the most difficult 
(most markecP is the Object of Comparative. It is suggested that the 
markedncss principle can influence second language acguisition: the 
unmarked or the less marked items are learned earK' and the nioie 
marked ones lati r (W'ode lilM) , The data of the giamniaticalitv' judg 
ment test in this research supports the markediiess principle with the 
exception of the (lenitive in thai the acquisition of relative pronouns 
progresses from unmarked to marked functions. 
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(3) The easier position to relativize was a relative clause coiitainiiijj a 
relative adverb, with the Object of Preposition type becomiiiK more 
difficult in the Kiamniaticality judKiiieiit test (1 lypothesis 6) . The differ- 
ence was statistically significant (.r- df 1, p< .001). This sug- 
gests that iclicn and iclior as relative adverbs are easier to judjje appro- 
priately relating to the antecediMit , as compared with a more complex 
structure containing a relative pronoun with preposition; it seems more 
demanding for thi' subjects to check two parts of spircli, namely a 
relative pronoun and a preiiosition appropriately. For instance, the 
following (^ui'stion No. .'i in the grammaticality judKnu'nt jest was the 
most difficuli to di'tecl the error and correct it if necessary: 

' (Question No. .'i The museum whi're we went to was vers beautiful . 
.\ total of KiS students {(i9.;r',,l of 19!( made I'rrors in this (|uestion. 
Tabk' S shows the result: 



'l Alli.l-! S; K'cMili iif (^H'-'inn ,1 ill the Kraininaticaliu judgment list 

judged cliost" '.•liiise chose cliose chose rliose 

it I'l'ircfl llml nil:' tclinni ichiit Iniii- ifi/s 

Nlimhcf 111 sul)jrc-ts 1_'S ,".11111 



liiU'!-.icws wcrv i;i\cn to 'J.'i subjects (Imm 1 class) who jud^jed thi' 
scnienc-e c'orrect . The inti'rviews , conducted in .lapanese, included the 
folloumv; (|ue>lion: Why tlitl sou tliiiik the use of iilii n was correct? 
Table 9 displass the result of the interviews: 
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TAHI.K 9: Result of the iiUtTvit-ws 



NiiiiitxT (if answers 



C( intents of answers 



'.■) 



The iinteeedent deiuites the place, 
where is the (ibject ot prepositidn ttn) . 
! have no idea . 



More than twd thirds of the interviewees tlioujjht that the antecedent (the 
niuseuin) denotod the place, so that these subjects die! not understand the 
syntactic function of the relative adverb in its relati\'e clause. It seems 
that they tended to judKe ichov correct when the awtecedent denoted the 
place, irrespective of the preposition. 

A post-hoc analysis of the data in the senteiice-conibiniiiK test reveals 
that the subjects preferred usin^; the relative pronoun • deferred preposi- 
tion' construction, named "preposition straiidin,i;" (Hornstein and 
\\'einbet>; !98!) to the 'preposition • relative pronoun' construction. In all 
4 ciuestions, the difference betw"en the numbers of 'preposition • relative 
pronoun' and 'relative pronoun • deferred preposition' was statisticalK 
si.unificant (see the followitiK TaLile 111) . There are two plausible explana- 
tions for this. ( )ne explanation is that the subjects were very familiar 
with such set phrases as 'Ije interested in,' talk to,' and 'look for,' so the 
subjects were not likely to split the phrase atid move the preposition. The 
other expl'iiation is the intluence of the testing; proi'edure. the subjei'ts 
were re(|uired to combine the two sentences, oiu' of which included the 
above iVientioned set plirases. The subjects may have simply deleted the 
personal non-personal pronoun without moving; the preposition. It seems 
possible lo state lli-'it this result is in line w ith the Word ( )rder Hypothesis 
proposed by Sheldon (1(171) in tl;.it the surtaic struciure where the 
underlying vvord order is pre^-ervcd is more easilv processed than one in 
vv hieh it is nut preset ved , 
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TAI^I.K 10; NumtHT of choices of coiistructioiis 



'pR'positioii • relative proiKuin' 'rt'liitivf proiiimii ' dofcrrt'd prepositiim' 



(Question Nil. 9 




111 


:i8.()(i,df 


1,P-- 


.(101 




(25.0".,) 


(7r).(i"o) 








(Question N(j. 1(1 




111 


.V- iH.'Jl.df 


I.P- 


.001 




ci:!.?",,! 


m.:v\,) 








(jiu'stimi No. l.'i 


It 


11(1 


.V- 71.;i2.df 


l.P' 


.001 




(11 .:'.",,! 


(88.7".,' 








(^Ufstii 111 No . It) 




171 


.v' l.'i.M.df 


l.P' 


.001 




! l.!"„l 


(!>ri.(i"„) 









Research (jiu'stimi No. 2 attcinptfci to examine the frequency of rela- 
tive clause tornialion. It was found that ri'ia'ive clauses were used more 
fre(|uently than present participles in post modification positions (Hypoth- 
esis 7) . What is niori', the fretiueiu y of relative clauses was higher than 
infinitivi's in postmodification positions (Hypothesis X) . This indicates 
that Japanese senior hiyjh school students tend to prefer relative clauses 
to present i)articiples and infinitives. Two analyses may he taken into 
account, as Mori (19^i3:127) pointed out. First, a clause is semantically 
very easy to comprehend and produce, because there exists a subject and 
;i vert) in a relativi' clause. Second, the presence of tense, aspect, and 
modality plays an important role in processing; a relative clause. The 
v.alidity of either analysis, however, remains to be claimed . The results 
are clearly incompatible with Schachter's (197'l) finding; in which the 
.lapanese learneis tended to avoid n-lative clauses in free compositions. 
No statistically si^jnificant difference was found between the frequencies 
of relative clauses and past participles (Hyi)othesis 7) . This contradicts 
Mori's results, which showed that the subjects used relative 

clauses (()() }"„) more often than past participles (9.(i".,). No claim can 
be made about the preferences of relative cl;iuses over past participles. 
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CONCLI'SION 

The results in this classriioin researc-h inciicatr that the Japanese seniof 
hiKh school students of KKI. followeci the order that matched the Accessi- 
bility Hypothesis and the Perceptual Difficults' Hypothesis to some 
extent, and that the\- pri'ferred usinK relative clauses to present partici- 
ples and infinitiv'es in postmodification posiiiiins. The conclusions arc 
■-ummarized as follows: 

(1) The OS \y\)v was the easiest to relalivizc anions; the four t\pes. 
lunbeddin^ of a relative c lause ma\- be a i)lausib!e dcMtTminer of accuracy 
Older of relati\c' c lauses, because the embedded relati\-e clause lends lo 
cause the proc'essin^; prnbleiii. Hence, ilii^ finding; i-- iri accordj'.nce with 
the Perceptual Difficulls Ihpothesis. 

'2'i The aci uracy order <]f relaiivi/ation wa> SS, SO, OS 0( ) in the 
Krammaticalit\ jud^'inent test. In the free conipositiim test, the fre- 
ciuency order was OS OO SS SO, This ordering matches the atiove 
tnenlioned cunclusion ili and the pattern of the Perceptual iMfficult.\- 
llypcithesis. It '.vas found that the ri^ht -embedded rclaii\e clau^-e v.a-- 
pteferri'd o\fr tlie centereinhedded one. 

'.V '\hv su!)jecls folluNM'd ihe pattern thai was in accurd N^itli the 
.U'cessibi!it\ liierarclu , eyccpt for the ( leniti\ c t\ pe , onl\ in the , strain- 
!natii'alil.\ .iucl,i;nient lest; 

Subject, (leniliNc Objec't Object I'f Ptrpoviiiun 
The excfptiiiii of the (,eniii\c type ma\ be esiilained b\ the idea that the 
Henitivf inarkei i^ the n;o-t -alient of the relali'.c clause- inarke;s and 
■'A ill ISO • ni lun' i- li iMted as a unit . 

P 1 he relali\e ad\erb wa> ea'-iei than the rel.itiNc pronoun func t ionin^ 
a-- the Obiec i of Preposition in the «rammatic alit\ judgment le-t. 

1 h:' ii'laliM' pronoun • defeiied pi epcjsii ion' const ruci ion N^as used 
more frei|ue<il !>■ than the 'pi ''P"^it ion • relatisc pronoun' c'on-.t ruction . 

Ihe rca-ons lor Ibi-- ma\ be tainiliaiit\ with set plii;i'-e^ and N^iih the 
te--I iiiL' pi ' iccdure 
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(6) The frtHiiu'iicy of usinK relative dausi's was higher than that of 
present pcirticiples and infinitives. 

A ix'daK'OKicai implication that emerges from this research is that 
center enibeddinK of a relative clause and a telative pronoun functioninji 
as Object of Preposition should he an area focused on in the classroom. 
This does not su^KC'st that the center-embedded relative clause, such as 
the SS and SO t\i)es, he taught after the ri^ht embedded one. 

It should t)e noted that it may be dan.^'erous to reach firm conclusions 
on the basis of this classroom research, because of the followinjj two 
limitations. I'irst, the number of subjects (n 199) was small. Second, 
there was a problem of test methodolo^jy . In Research (Question No.l. 
onlv one kinrl of test (Krammaticality judgment test) was ^iveti to check 
receptive knowiedKe and one kind of forced production test (sentence- 
comhiniuK test) was employed, thoUKh there was a very small scale of 
free production test (composition); in Research (Question N'o.L', thi're was 
one kitid of production lest (translation test). Moreover, the number of 
test items was small in each relative clause tvpe. 

I'"urther research should iticlude lon^jitudinal data to itivestinate the 
ac(iuisiti(m older in a real sense. ;\ similar research must be cotiducted to 
investiKate whether or not diffeieiit tests ma\- trinKcr different results, 
usiuK far larmier samples. Moieo\er, the effect of instruction must be 
I'xamined. (.ass (1979, 19S:!) and I'lckman et al. (19.S8) discovered that 
the maximal ^cnei-alization of learninK took place from t\poln>;icallv 
more tnaiked sti ucti;res to t\ i)olonicall\' less marked structures, and not 
the it'v iMse . This 'pidiecl ion In potliesis' (/obi 19S:!) prop(Jses that a 
learner is I'rcditcd with a />iiiin liiiii di liii that enables the aifiuisition ot 
one lule to lii«>.:er the ac(iuisit ion of all tlu' oilier lules that cluster with 
il ' I'Jlis l!'9ii:l')9' . rbi> area of lesearch will be crucial to investiKate the 
etieet of loinial instruction. 
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NOTES 

♦ This rcstarch is partK' suppcir-od by the thirty-first ShiiiKitiaka Scholarship in 19!):!. 
1 Taka/awa (!'.t><7) ust'd the fcmi leartiabilitv wrcicr' (the order of L^as*' to k'arri) 

rathtT than acciuisition order,' sinei' her subjects did not reach the '.ictjuisition' 

criteridn (9n",,!. which was based on Dulay and Hiirt (197,-i) . 
■J. Relative pronouns functioning i"^ ''bject of I'rcpositidii 'n :V) and ( h iiitive (ri 

1) . and relative adverbs in V were i^xcluded in tlu' ar,,ilysi« of the fret> conipo-^i 

lion test, because of the small number. 
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APPENDIX: Ensrlish test 

! Direct idiis were wrilU'ii in JfipaiK'st' (in lost papers. ; 

(I'ut Iho follDwiiin into KnKlisli.) 
N.B.; 'I'hf niiitk'l answers are written in parentneses below. 

1 «i>*./>i}|«|./>'l' >t - ■ ■: I ' it-- 1,! ■ . ■: I , 

(I kiKiw the b(iy who is runninH in the park.) 
(I know the bciy running in the park.) 

I lie reeeived the letter which was written in IjiKhsh.* 
(lie received the letter written in l-.iinlish.! 

(He was the first American that visited the island.) 
(He was the first .■\nierican t(i visit the island. 1 

■I -. fi«M-.M: I - > :i^^iif: K 

Cl'his is the door which was broken b\ Tdni ) 
(This is the door broken by Tom.) 

:> W if ffi -c 4- ''■ Mi A : i • « ''It! 1 1 1- /- ^' > < ■;• i 

(The man who is reading in the library is 'linn's father.) 
Cl'he man readiiiK in the library is Tom's father, l 

(1 have many (iiiestioiis that I should ask, * 
(I have inan\ (|uestiiins to ask.) 

"rKsrii: fVl(tif*;fi,;"U /:ltraf^:Mi|„..l'VTth ■ ?^;^i l'.. \ - >u>tr • \:-.'.:„ 
(Ciiinbiiie the fiilliiwinn sentences, nsinn relatiw p'oiMun^; m relative ad\i'ilis ) 

The Kifl looking for her boyfriend. She arrived il ihe ni:! lei 
The book was scry interesting I lead ii yc'ciay 
I like the teacher. She Kives lis easy tests 
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■1 Mary will buy flovsiTs. Her nvithiT liivfs tht'iii. 

fi Thf cat is now slt't-piiiK wi'll. It has oaten iinich f(i(i(i. 

6 'I'ht' man iiuist be 'rum. I saw him llit' other day. 

r l.iiiik at these beautiful houses. They stand on the hill. 

K Do you remember that ^irl? We met her in the park last ni^ht. 

i' The name of the ^irl is Kathi. 1 went to the parl\ with hc^r. 

Ill I will lend the magazine. Vou arc interested in it. 

1! 'I'be book was written by 'Idin. Its cover is blue. 

I'J I have a ^irfriend. Her father is a famous painter. 

i:i The d;iy was Nov, 11. I went to the concert for llie first time then. 

I I I remember Ihe town. I lived there ten years a^o. 

l,"i The gentleman looked \ eiy happy. ">'(iu talked to liim. 

in I)id \ iiu find the watch' "> (iu were loiikin^; for il. 

17 The wirl was shocked. Her ba^ vsas stolen, 

IS ">'nu can see the house. Its rmif is blue, 

I't The name of the country is (.hina, I spent there for lliree years, 

■_'(! I will not fulfil the day, I first met her then, 

^TKST lli: *, f/KJt V1»mr.g\'t MhUif, .IfiK!. 'V V. ^ 

(C orri'Cl Ihe following underlined word, if it is not used coi rectK' . ) 

1 The taxi driver which look ine to the zoo was very talkative. 

:.' The letter which I received yesterday had no stamii on it. 

,i I know a bov which eats paper. 

I I need to hnc Ihe businessman that you recommended. 

,1 The niiisenni where we went to wa> very beautiful. 

ti The policeman measured Ihe speed at which thi' cat was tiaveliiiw 

7 The wirl which name was called left Ihe mom. 

s 1 know Ihe man who fattier climbed Ml. I'At'resl. 

'I The vear when I first went to Hawaii was unforvji't lable 

I'l I found nil. haw at the place which I had left il. 




